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Most children have mastered the basic rules of their native language

-

by approximately age 5. However, a number of researchers have shown that

~

the complete understanding of complex, compound, conditional and bicon-
)

ditional sentences, as well as of certain types of anaphoric reference
does not occur until edrly adoléécence (cf. Palermo and Molfese, 1972).
It is also during this school age pefiod that the aural language-input
) is augmented by a second source of language input, the printed Qbrd.
There are certain constraints in a s$poken messaée on the complexity of
the sentence stﬁucture, or syntax, that are lacking in the written mes-
sage. As the child develops facility in reading, his exposure to longer
and someéimea mgre complex sentence form; increases,‘glacing demamds on
his language comprehension system to understand aﬁq use these forms in
his own spoken and written messages. There have béénisodé ;ttempts to

ey,

assess the aural, or listening, comprehens}on‘of these more~cbép1ex
forms as well as their usage in spoken, and writte; communicéfions
' (O'Donnell,)Griffin & quris,'1967; Strickland, 1962; Davis, 1937)
- bdt the comprehension of such sentence for&s when read by the child

has been relatively unexplored. Also largely unexplored is the.relation-

ship between the assessment of level of readfngvskill and the occurrence

and understanding of the more complex sentence structures which occur
in the texts and paragraphs of the measurement instruments.

. The present research addresses two questions: (1) How do the

listening and reading comprehension of singly presented complex sentences
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compare? and (2) Is the comprehension of such a senteﬁce,,occurting

in isolation from a meanin%ful context, fmproved when it occurs in

v

a meaningful context and is the comprehension affected by the pragmatic

. . %
' : quality of that context?

~ ‘ kN

*  The Minimum Distance Principle

3
e

than‘one subject-verb or shbject—verb-object relationship. In some
cases the surface structure, or performance, form of the sentence is a
"shortened" form of the underlying meaning or dees structure form of the
sentence. Foz‘example, the surface erucgure sorm

1. John told Bill to leave.

may be represented as

2 John told Bil1 'X'
/ where X is equivalent to

3. Bill should leave. or Bill leaves. ‘ "

The embedded sentence ‘X' appears.in a truncated form in (1).. This

f' particular truncation is called an infinitive complement clause, and
deletion of the subject of €2), Bill, is necessary for the surface

structuré form to be judged grammatical, i.e.,

4. John told Bill Bill should leave.

~1s an ungramﬁatical English sentence. Note that in this example, Bill
has two constituent functions: 1t is the object noun of. the main sentence
“ ‘\ (2) and the subject noun of the embedded sentence (3). The deep structure

form of (1) may be represented as L

N\ A
SR N

\
John tell Bill Bi11 leave

4

Q . 1 :

There are many examples in English of sentences which contain more °.

¥
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‘1t has been pointed out that the verb promise stands, basically, -

Tell is a member of a class of English verbs for which the presence of

the object noun in the surface form is mandatory. The Principle of

Minimum Distance (Rosenbaum, 1967) was proposed as a linguistic proces- 3

-~
sing strategy for determining the correct subject noun of the infinitive
complement clause: the implicit subject of the complement clause is that

no phrase most closely preceding ﬁﬁe clause. Ag can be seen from the

»

/
representation, this is the noun phrase Bill. 1In contrast to tell, which
follows the Minimum Distance Prineiple..the verb promise does not follow

this principle. The implicit subjebt.of the complement clause in

.

5. John'promised Bill to leave. g o

is the'noun phrase John, the noun phrase "further away" from the clause.

in a class by {tself and that its exceptionali'ty is stored direétly C )

with 'its meaning (Stockwell, Schachter and Partee, 1973).

’

Carol Chomsky investigafed the acquisition of the Minimum Distance ,

»

Ptinciple as a comprehension .strategy for tell sentences, e.g. (1), as

. L
well as the acquisition of the awareness that promise sentences, e.g.
- ¢

(5), violate that principle in a group of 5 to 10 year old children.

In Chomsky's (1969) éiudy, children heard tell and promise sentences,

’

e.g. Bozo tells Donald to jump up and down or Bozo promises Donald to

Jump up and down, Comprehension was measured by whether the child chose

the correct doll, Bozo the Clown or Donald Duck, infresponse to the

o ‘ . \
conmand Make him do it, i.e. the child's task was’to assign the correct

r

implicit subject to:§he gﬁfinitive complement clause. *In the sample of »
N ) . e “
40 children a variety of response patterns were found. Chomsky (1969)

drgued for a developmental progression in response patterns as shown in

s

L.




Table 1. In Stage I the child always picl{s the ''near’ nbun.qs subject

~

Insert Table 1 about here

of the complement and is thus always correct on tell but never correct

on promise sentences. In StagéTII the child sometimes pickswth; Lnear".v
and sometimes picks the "far" noun for bo;h verb; ;gd is tﬂerefore:;ome—
times correct on both verbs. 1In Stage III the child.is always correct
on tell, as in Stage I, but is still only sometimés correct on ﬁkomiqe,
Zas in Stage I1I.. In Stage IV, the child,picks the "near” noun fzr tell
but the "far' noun for promise and is always correct on each verb. Chomsky
- (1969) deséribed the ordering of stages with respect to a rule learning
process. She suggested the following,analys;;: In Stage I, the child
Tt .

has acquired the rule ~f Minimum Distance and overgeneralizes this
rulé to all insténces of this surface gentence étructurei In<Stagé II,
the child is in the process of realizing that there are exceptions
to tﬁe rule but is not sure what théég exceptions are\\ Iﬁ Stage II1I,
the child knows  that tell sentences follow the rule but is still not
suté‘whether promise is an exception or not. Finélly, in Stage iV, the
child has léarned that tell but not promise sentences follow the rule
of Minimum Distance. | | |

However, the reliability of these response patterns is questionable.
Using the same-procedure with a sample of 35 children between agé 5 and

’

10, ‘Kelleher (1973) found response patterns I, III and IV but not II.

That 1s, her. subjects showed three types of responding to promise (never,

sometimes and always gorrect)»but only one type of responding to tell

(always correct). Moreover, in a later study, Chomsky (1972) used the
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‘same comprehension task but presented only promise sentences and found

. 4

‘nmo "sometimes' correct performance. That is children were either "always"
or ‘"never" correct on a test of five promise sentences. .

These discrepancies in the daté‘raise a question about the reproduci-
bility of these reséonse patterns in g&ffere;t sadplés‘of subjects and
across experimental methods. Whether Stage II %p observed or not is a
critical test of’the developmental progression and lqck~bf 1ndép§6dence

between tell and promise sentences which Chomsky proposed (1969).. If,

for examble,/Stagg IT is not reliably found, there is no parficulaf
k explénat?f§/advantage in Chgmsky's formulation. Tﬁe verb promise 9ay‘
‘ merely be aéded to the child's vocabulary ;t some point in time after
and independently of the word tell. Further, if the performaﬁce in an
experimental situation where both Eéll and‘pggmise'seAQenceé are_étesented

is qualitively different, i.e. three types of responding, frém a situa-

tion where only promise ‘entences are presented, i.e. two types of respond-

: > ’
ing, drawing inferences about underlying cgmpetence or linguistic

awareness on the basis of data collected in only one type of experimental

-

situation is a questionaﬁle practice.

o Chomgky (1969) also made the ciaim that chronological age was a good
predictor of Stage. This claim seems unwarranted upon careful examina-
tion of the dafa. In the sample, the age range of the children within
each stage varied over the five year span of the sample. N;r did the

L 4
mean age within each stage reflect a progression frgm Stage I to IV .

which was ordekred by age.’ Cromer (1970) found that mental age or IQ
was a better predictor of performance on an ambiguity recognition task

than was chronological age. Chomsky (1972) has also presented some
-

"mini-correlations' which suggest~that a child's level of linguistic
s

rf'_ ’
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awareness or sophistication as derived from performance on-five tasks
(including promise sentences) ordered in difficulty was positively
hreiatéd to his reaéipg.level, as derived from all typeé of exposure to
the -printed word'includiﬂg things such as being read to, numbgr of trips)
to the library, etc. These "mini-correlations" however were based on
only tﬂree'subjeEtp, one at each of three reading levels, who were \
matched on chronological age and on IQ. Thus, it may be the case thdt
reading comprehenéioﬂ skill is also correlated with performance on

tell and promise sentences and may be a better predictor of performénqg

than age or IQ. Chomsky, howevér, has not extended this cerrelational
analysis.

Syntactic Analysis and Comprehension Skill ‘

-,

That the ability to analyze syntactic structures is important to
language comprehension seems intuitively obvious. In or@er to extract
meaning from sentences, the reader must'understand the semanéic relatigns
- among the éoncepts denoted by the words in the sentenéé. Knowladge and ,

L)
use of the syntactic and semantic constraints of laﬁguage is necessary
for the accurate extraction of the relational 1nforma£ion contained in
clauses within sentences and sentences within the larger discourse.

The ability to utilize these within sentence syntactic and semantic
cues has been shown to be a sensitive pr;dictor of reading sklll dif-
ferences. ‘In a stud&”of oral reading behavior, Clay and Imlach (1971)
identified a group of rea@ers who read word-by-word and a group of readers
wﬁose intonation patterns, reflecteé,sensitivity to the sentence bounda-
ries and’meaning in the text. Webef (1970) examined the relationship

between errors in oral reading and their appropriateness to the'gramma-

tical context for a sample of ftrst‘grade children. Ninety percent of

8

&




A

A

4

errors made by both goad and poo; readers were consistent with the gram-
' _ matical context. The only significant difference between tﬁese groups
was that the high skill group corrected 85% of meaning~destroying errors
while the low skill group corrected only 42% of such errors. However,
for errors that did not destroy the meaning of the sentence, the corréc—
btion rates did not differ: hiép skill readers corrected 27%Z and low
skill f;aders 322 of such errors. erer interprets these results in
terms of high skill realiers being more sensitive fs>the goodness of fit
\ of incoming information with that pr;viously acquired. The work of
" Guthtie (1973) and of Denner (1970) also suggests that the-synthesis of
. new and old information may beupart of the comprehension‘broblem for
low s8kill readers.
Guthpie (1973) tested 'three groups of r%adg;s: }Norpal young (q;an

age: 7.5) and Normal old (mean age: 10) were each reading at grade level.

‘
-

The Disabled group was matched with the Normal young readers on réading

level but with the Normal old readers on chronological age, i.e, Disabled

-

‘reading level was approximately 3.5 years below grade level. All groups ‘ .

were matchéd-on I1Q scores. Guthrie's (1973) task was basically a

-

v multiple-choice version of the cloze technique in which the subject

had to choose one of three lexical alternatives rather than filling in

~

the blank. The mean number of words intervening between choices was five.
: §

Each subject got one passage at each.of seven difficulty levels (primer

through sixth grade). The finding of\most‘relevanCe here was that on

sixth grade) of text, performance was about equal for the Normal young
. [3
and Disabled groups. However, at the first, second and third grade

the easiest level (primer) and the hardest levels (four, fifth and 1
' : i
levels, the Normal young group performed significantly better than did 1
l
|




the Disabled group. That is)at the hig;ést difficulty levels the

vocabhlarfAOf thg texts is eqqally unfamiliar to the Normal -young and

Diéﬁbled'groups while at the intermediate levels the vocabulary 1is

equally familiar to both groups . Guthrie (1973) suggests that the

superidrity of .the Normal young readers a; this level occ;rs becausel‘

the Disa?led group dqes not properly integrate the individual words in
. the sentences. ) .

\ ‘ : A’'study by Denner k1970) has also been interpreted as support for
the synthesizing deficit hypothesis. Denner found that while good and
poor readers did not differ in their ability to learn single word-logo-
graph, correspondences, 1i.e.,abstract line drawing representations for
individual words, the poor readers performance on a logographic synthesis :
task, i.e., constructing and comprehending sentence-like strings of
individaal logographs, was inferior to that of the good feadérs.

In work ;1th coilege level readers;‘w1ener and Cromer (1967)

have drawn a similar distinction between two groups of low skill

compréhenders: Readers who demonstrated normal level vocabulary skills
but low reading comprehension scores were called "difference" readers

while readers with-poor vocabulary word knowledge scores as well as

[y

-

low feading comprehension scores were calfed "deficit" readers. Ward
Cromer (1970) compared word-by-word with meaningful phrase unit presen-
tation of -text for these two groups of poor readers. ‘The assumption in
this study was that the low comprehenq}on for the difference group is.the

result of a failure to organize the incoming information in a "meaningf

" ful way" while low comprehension in the def&cit.'group is the result of

"deficient vocabulary skills" (Cromer, 19?0, p. 472)~ Both grbups vere

matched on IQ and reading compfehension scores but the deficit groubv

o ;' | _ 1() | ~




" had lqwer vocabulary séozes.’ Cromer (1970) found that comﬁrehensisn
for the difference group was facilitated when meaningful phrases‘were
’ used while the deficit group performed best in the sing{g wo;d csndi-
¢ . tion. } | . ' ! 5
‘fhese studies ‘seem to converge on‘the notion that knoQﬁgdge and or
. use of the syntactic and semantic constraints within’a‘text for the;

purpose of extracting the relational information is differeﬁtihlly avail-

able and useful for dLLferent groups or types of readers.

Role of Expectati‘on in Comprehension 4 .
. ‘f Other research suggests that the comprehender's expectations about
the nature of the incoming information affects both readiné behavior : .
and comprehension. | |
Steiner, Wiener and Cromer (1971) éxaqined the effect on qhé oral
reading errors ;f good and poor readers of preseﬁting an or;}<§ummary of
i the to-be~read passage prior to readiing it.  The interestingﬁtnt here

‘

was that, contrary to the investigators' expectation, the good readers
=
made significantly more errors when they had heard the summary before

reading the passage than when they had not heard it. Steiner, et al.,
"note that these errors were anticipation errors, i.e. the good readers

made errors on single words but these errors reflected their expectai-

tions, based on the summary, of the content of the story. fhe summary ) \\\
Had no effect on the poor readers' oralvreading behavior which in both
conditions reflected treatment of the ;ords as pnreléted items in a
series (cf. Clay‘and Imlach,‘1971). By, way of explanation of the perfor-

mance of the good readers in the summary condition, Steiner, et al.,
suggest that since they already knew what the story was about, the

paragraph information was less critical and thus the good readers

-

o0 11




scanned the text more rapidly under this condition than under the no

summary condition. N

. .
One implication of Steiner, Wienmer and Cromer's (1971) findings 3s

that poor readers do not normally scan text in the way good readers do.

-

DPata from a study hy Willows (1974) provides support for this notion.
‘ 4

- Willows (1974) had good and poor readers read a passage aloud. Typed

in a contrasting color, between the lines of the passage, were words
and phrases thaé were semantically related to the content of the story
but which were irrelevant to the story line. After reading the pas-
sage, a multiple choice comﬁrehension test was given. Contrary to w11:
law's expectation, she found that good readers were more affected than
poor readers by the information between tﬂe lines, as measq;ed by the
number' of intrusion ervrors on the éomprehension test. An error was

[}

scored as, an intrusion if the incorrect answer according to the passage
. \‘1
was the correct answer according to the information between the lines.

Willows (1974) suggests that the good reader scags the text and detects
words that are consistent with the expettationé built‘up by the

meaﬁing of the preceeding context. The.words between éhe lines being
gemantically fela{gd to the story and not completely unexpecté; thus
influenced the good readers more‘tﬂan the poor readers.

e It has algo been shown that expectations about the real %orld\
influence correct cqmprehension of active andeassfveAsentenCes (Gowie
and Powers, 1972) agd of tell and promise sentences (Gowie, Note 1).
Using kindergarten, first and second g;aders, Gowie f6uﬁd.that ;hen ‘the
implied subject of the infinitive complement clause in a tell sentence
is consistent with the child'k choice of Ebe likely subject of/the com- -

plement clause, performance on tell sentences is facilitated. That 18, X

o ~

12 o,
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~ in the sentence Mother tells Father to paint the fence, an independent

sample of children rated Father as the likely subject of the complement

clause, the person more likely toApainﬁlthe fence. When this sentence
was read to kindergarten and first graders, followed by the question

ok ' : ' '
Who will paint the fénce?, more correct’responses were made than when

the ch{}dren’pad heatd the sentence Father tells Mother to paint the
fenge. "Second gradegf/ performance on tell sentences wag unédffected
I

p' bycthe expectation vafiable: they chose the grammatically correct

'subjeét &t the'complément clause regardléss of the "likely subject"

»

N ratings., Gowie (Note 1) further notes that expectations had no effect

on perfbrﬁahce.with p;pmf;e sentences in this samble: "“promise was
-equallyfproblematic for all children (b. 10)."
.To reiterate the résearch reviewed here: there are qiscrepangies,
~in the dgéa with’régard to the Minimuni Dista;ce Principle. Specifically

4;“w.there are three questions which Experiment I was designed to address.

4

1, 1Is there reliable evidence for Stage 11 response patterns, i.e.
¥ T

F -

does the appearance of the correct comprehension.of promise sentences

pord

: - ST - '
negatively affect comprehension of tell-sefttences? Absence of Stags 11

responding suggests that promise is acquired independently,o'

and that Chomsky‘s (1969) anélysis is less than parsimonious.'”lt was
. hypothesized that there would be no evidence for Sgagg 11 ngpondéng.

2. How do the response patterns obtained 6n galigten;ﬁg comp¥ehen-
sion task compare with those obtained on a reading comprehension task
when tell and\;romise sentehces are pre§ented in 1sol§tion,‘1.e. 1n
the absence of a meaningful context.. IE was hypothesized that a
'reading compféhension task would‘produce‘hetter performance than a listen-—
ing comprehension tgsk because the graphic stimulus would ingcrease

. 13

?
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attention to the task. - ‘. , .
3. 1Is reading skill a better predictor of level of syntédctic skill

as measured by comprehension of tell and promise sentences than is

age or IQ2 It was hypothesized that, consistent yfth the "mini-correla-

tion" data (Chomsky, 1972), reading skill would be the best predictor.

[A methodological issue with respect to the fype of experimental

materials used to measure performance is raised by the disérepancy in
the types of responding on promise sentences Chomsky found in her

»*

first and second étudies (Chomsky, 1969; Chomsky, 1972). Whg; both

tell and promise sentences were préseqted (a mixed 1list) "always",

) .

"gometimes', and '"never" correct responding was found for the promise ,
- A

- gl
sentences but when only promise sentences were presented (a blocked - }

. . 1
1list), -"sometimes" cocrect responding was not found. Experiment II
] &h + .
compared an individual's performance on a blocked presentation list

L IS

with his performance on a mixed list. It was hypothesized that
«

"sometimes" correct rbsponding'ﬁpuld occur only in the mixed -

presentation list ‘condition.

A second set of questions raised by the existing research concerns
the role of context and expectation in reading comprehension. Experi-

ment IIT addressed two questions.

>

1. How does the child use his expeétations about the world in

¥

attempting to comprehend language? It was hypothesized that, given

A
less  than "always" correct responding to promise sentences presented

Y

with no context, .when the expectancy developed by a context and the

correct grammatical analysis were 1n/agreement, there would be more

accurate responding than when the context developed an expectancy which

'

disagreed with’fhe grammatically correct answer.
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e 2. Does the context in which a particular sentence structure
occurs differentially affect ‘the reading éomprehension of high and low

* " - o« . . .
skill readers? Given less than "always' correct responding on promise

isolated sentences, it was hypothesized that performance would improve

-

more for high than for low skill readers when the sentences concluded

a- meaningful discourse.

The actual order in which the three experiments were .conducted

< .
P .

differs from -the order in which they are reported here. The actual

LN

\ : C N
the data for the reading comprehension task, performance on isolated

‘on- the sentences in méaningful context. However, a five week time
period intervened between the two experiments. It was therefore
decided to "retest' each subjeqt on the isolated sentences in a reading

comprehension task just prior‘to the discourse condition. Experiment

i II was conducted six months after Experiments I and III.

\ Experiment I

ion Skill a between-subjects factor. Wwithin-
tell or promise and Comp:ehension Task -

ect was observed on four sentences

. ¥
with Reading Comprehe

subject factors were Verb

listening or reading. Each s
in éath cell. (See Appendix A for design.) The dependent measure.
- was accuracy in reporting the implicit subject of the infinitive

complement clause.

Subjects. With the exception of 24 students who\Kﬁd served in a

%

! sentences, wds to be compared with the reading comprehension performance

-

[ 4

order was Experiment I, Experiment III, and then Experiment II. Initially, -




~
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pilot version of Experiments I and IfI, the eﬁtife tﬁird, fourth and
fifth grades of a'Piftsburgh parocﬁlal school served as subjects in "
Experimént 1. Of the 116 students, 96 were selected to participate

Experiment III also. The data for Experihent 1 are based on.thése
subjects who participated in both Experiment I and I111. The
‘20 subjects were eliminated for a variety of reasons: low IQ scores
(1e884than 80), failure téﬁde&onstrate that they understood the meaning:
of the word promise (see Method section, Exp. I), failure on the sensi-
tivity to sharing pretest (see Method section, Exp. iII)!‘absence of
age, reading comprehension or 1Q scores, or illness during the time
period in which Experiments I and II. 'e(g conducted.
Reading Comprehension Skill wyg's a;sessed by performance on the

’

Metropolitan Reading iest, Elementary form for all subjects. 'The Raw

. * 4 |
Score frequency distribution of these 96 subjects was divided into

thirds such that there were 32 subjects in each of three groups, low

skill, medium skill and high skill readers. Table 2 shows the group

Inﬁfrt Table 2 about here

‘means for the reading skili measure as well és for age and'IQ, ba;ed'
on ;he Otis-Lennon IQ test which was administered one month before
Experiment I was run. The differe;ce between the low and high gfoup
on age and on IQ was significant, however corfelatibnal data reported
below suggests that these di:ferences may not be as relevant to the
task unéer consideration as is reading skill.

Materials. The basic form of the test sentence frames for the

three experiments was

+ tells/promises + 4+ infinitive %omplement clause.

Name 1 Name 2
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Sixteen infinitive complement clauses were generated.for Experiment I.

The printed frengncy of the words in a particular Experiment 1 comple-

ment clause was equal to that of the words in a particular complement -
o

clause in the test sentences of Experiment III. ' This procedure was used

s
-

to control for effects of word frequency on comprehension of the: two

“

sets of experimental sentences. Words with.a printed frequéncy Agove

25/million according to third-grade norms: {Carroll, Davies, and Richman, .
¥ . . - .

. " 1971) were used. L/\,ﬁ‘ S -

Each complement clause was'raddomly ass{éAéd a pair o; common » ..
names which were quﬁfed on.printed ftequenCY“a;d ‘sex. ‘éex of‘tﬁe
.peoplé wifhin each sentence was ma;;hed 80 that role stereotyping would
not bias the choice of implicit subject. Each of these sentence frames
was then randomly %ssigned to ome of two lists. The verb tell or
promiser was randomly ;ssigned to these sentence frames'with the constraint

that each 1list contained fouyr tell and four gromise verbs. Then two

< alternate lists were generated from these bas}c*lists by substituting

the "other" verb, i.e. tell for promise or promise for tell, in the

sentence frame. Thus, if the basic 1list contained the sentence Peter

tells Fred to find the children, then the alternate list contained the -

/) sentence Peter promises Fred to find the children. The comprehension
»*

questfon was the gsame for both lists and asked the‘chiid*for the

subject of the infinitive complement clause, e.g. Who finds the

children? g ¢ >

In order to control for responding based‘oq the surface structure’

order of the two names, éight reversible sentences of the form

+ verb + .
ﬂame 1 Name 2

&
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were congtructed. Of these eight, four appeared in the active form ‘and

four in the, passive surface structure form for each subject. 1t was

-

assumed that the sample tested could accurately identify the actor in

e

these sentence?, e.g. Who "verbs'? It was hoped that respondin<(;ased on
a atrategy of always answering with Name 1 or with Name 2 would thus
be discouraged. Four active sentence frames were randomly assigned to /f

- the basic and four to the alternate list,' Within a basic list two

<
appeared in the passivéjsurface structure and two in the active. Again,
~ B .

. . the "other" ferm appeared in the.alternate list. Thus, if the basic
. ..

list sentence was EYic helpé Neil (active surface structure), then

4 the alternate list sentence was Neil 1s”helpedf§y Eric (passive surface
st}ucture).\ The comprehension question for both surface strucéure !
forms was Who. helps? | . e

;In.ﬁummary, each b}esentation l;sl/;:;tained(IZ sentences: four
tell and fqur‘promisf plué two active and two passive séntenceQ without f

complement clauses. The senténces within each list were ordered randomly
@ ’ w, . .
. J with the aid of a random number table. Each subject was presented with

o

two unique listé, so that each subject pérformed on each of the 24
» - N ' » ' .
sentence frames, 12 in a listening comprehension task-and 12 in a read-

ing comprehension task. Task was counterbalanced across lists and order
'y L4 . E
of the two tasks was counterbalanced across subjects. (See Appendix

B for the full set of materials -used in Experiment I.)
Procedure. Each subject was-tested individually. Before present-

ing the test sentences, the experimeriter ascertained that each subject
S

understood the word "promise.”" This was done by asking the child what

N .

it meant if he promised that he would do something  such asAgo to a-friend's

+ house. If the chilgd responded with “I'd do it" or a response that |

Q v _ : _1&3 ™~ ’ ]i‘
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fconveyed the notion of obligation, it was assumed ‘that the- child under- .~
‘itood the word '"promisge.” (For these subjects, the word "promise" was N

most often equated with the concept of "Giviné your word on something.")
/ . cooe .
In the listening~comprehension'task the sentences were tape recordeéd

and played to the subjects. The sentence was repeated by the experimenter.
. - if the subject requested 1;. All subjécts wefe—tdlﬁ that 1if éhey for-

got the gentence or weren't sure that thgy had hcard £§ aécurately, it

would be repeated. Each sénteé&e was preceeded by the word "Ready"

and 1mmediaté1y followed by, the compreh?nsion question.'
- . - In the feading comprehepsion task, subfects read aloud the test
senten;e from a 4x6 index card. The experimenter correctéd any word
recognition errors. The comprghension quest;?n was read by the subject

. ¥

immediately after one rorrect reading of the test sentence. Both the

question and the‘sentence gards remained in' front of the subject until -
a response had been given. . ' | ﬂ
Subjects weré 1nfo§ped~beforg the task Qhat the experimenter would
* be writing down what. they said but wou;f/;ot tell them whethef their
answers were right or ﬁrong.
Results
An analysié.of varigqce on the numbet'of correct responses by
each skill group for each verb in each éomprehension‘§ask was performed.
The main effect of Reading Sk11) was significant, F (2,91) = 12.53,
Qo

p <.0L. Scheffe contrasts on the cell means revealed that the low skill

- *
group's performance was significantly below that of the high and medium

groups' but that the high and medium groups did not differ from each other.

Performance on tell sentences was significantly better than on promise

sentences, F (1, 93) = 128.23, p ¢.01. The Reading Skill x Verb, the

ERIC - 13
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& "L
Verb x Task and the Reading Skill x Verb x Task interactions were >

also significant, F (2, 93) ='3.05, p = .052, F (1,93) = 23.12, p ¢.01,

~ .

and P (2, 93) -'3l68, p = .03, respectively. Figure 1 shows the nature

———t e e ——— e - ——
-

Insert Figure.l"about here.

- -——
b2

of these interactiomns. y

Il -

The magnitude of the differeyce between performance on tell and
on promise sentences varies among the three skiii groups, althoygh the
direction of the difference is the same: reading comprehension‘of tell
sentences was Sétter than Iistening comprehensiop while the reverse
was true for promise Shntence:. Further, for Fhe high skill group per-
’ ffo;;;R%e.on promise sentences was equal across both comprehension: tasks
and 95% of the variance due to the Reading Bkill x Verb interaction was
accounted for by the low skili group's significantly greater divergence

.

between tell and promise responding than the divergence of the other

two groups. :

In summary, there was more- correct responding to tell sentences
than to promise sentences, the reading task produced better performance
on tell senténces but w;rse performance on promise sentences as compared
with the listening task and the low skill group performed worse on
promise sentences than did the other two groups.

Response patterns for tell and promise sengences were examined
\ \

and Chomsky's (1969) stage analysis applied to these patterns. The

following clagsification criteria were established for tbg/present

v

~data and the correspondence to Chomskyfs can be seen in Table 1,

ut of a maximum of four correct on each verb, a score of 0 or 1

was classified as "Never' correct; of 2 or 3 as "Sometimes" correct;

20 '. '

o
\\ , ,

1
and of 4 as "Always" correct. FEach subject was placed in one stage 1
|
1




. AL
. comprehension task distribution there was not,;k = 8,57, df = 8, p = .38.

€

L
a significant X = 25.98, df = 8, p .01, while for the listening -

lation between performance -on the reading comprehension task and

-
’
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for each of the comprehension'tasks; The category of Unclassified
represents those response patterns that did not "fit" into one of‘ the

four stages. Table 3 shows the frequency distribution for

‘ Ingsert Table 3 about here.
~ .

each reading skill group.in each comprehension task which resulted from
this classification procedure. Chi square tests performed on these

distributions showed that for the reading comprehension task there was

S

Thus, the f;equency distributio; of response patterns found in the read-
ing task was not independent of reading skill while there was novevi-
dence for such a relationship 1& the listening task. Theﬁdifference
I;etween the two frequency di’stributions was, however, only mar‘ginally
signi%icant, F 58,8) = 3,03, p = .07. Note also, that on the reading

comprehension task only two of 32 low skill readers were "Always' correct

on both tell and promise sentences, i.e. in Stage<lV, while 11 of the

32 high skill readers weré in this stage. There is an apparent corre- R

»

reading skill.

Y

»
Table 4 reports the simple correlations of reading skill, of age

. X

Insert Table 4 ébout here.

sy
and of IQ with gix criterion measures: with accuracy on tell and on gxﬁ
promise sentences in,the listening and reading comprehension tasks and
with the response patterns or étages obtained in each of these task
situations. The obtained correlation coeffié&ents indicate that read-
ing skill accounted for a higher. percentage of the variance than did

1Q or age on each criterion measure. That reading skill was the best

21
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predictor of performance was confirmed in a multiple regression analysis

of those criterion measures with which IQ and age also ylelded signifi-

+

cant simple correlations. The obtained beta weights and multiple corre-
latio;-coéfficienés appear in the lower half of Table 4. A comparison
of the betaiweights for promise performance on both comprehension tasks‘
shows that reading skill is a better predictor than IQ. On the listen-
ing and reading tasks, the addition Pf read#ng $ki11l1 produced a signi-
ficant increase in the percentage of variance accounted for ovcr/that ~
explained by IQ alone, F (1, 93) = 4.12, p = .05 and F (1,-93) = 1%.72,
p €.01, respectively. HoweGer, tﬂe addition of IQ did not accéunt for

a greater percentage of the variance than that accountea for by reading
skill alone, F‘(l, 93) (1 and F (1, 93) = 1.16, p = .28, for the listen-
ing and reading tasks respectively. On the listening task stage, the
addition of'reading skill produced a significant increase in the per-
centage of variance accounted for over that explained by IQ alone,

F (1, 93) = 32.75, P ¢ .01 and the addition of 1Q produced a significant
increase in the percentage of vaq;Ance accounted for over that explained
by reading siill alone, F (1, 93) = 21.30, p ¢.01l. For the reading

task stage, where the simple correlation with eafh of the population
variables was significant, the addltion.of reading skill significantly
increased the percentage of variance accounted for over that explained
by 1Q and age, F (1, 92) = 18.92, p .01, But neither the addition of IO
nbé>age produced significant increases in the percentage of variance
accounted for over that explained by reading sk{ll alone, F's (1, 92)

~ 0. 1t should also be pointed out tﬁat the three popula}%on variables

were each significantly correlated with each of the others. These corre-

lations appear in the lower right hand portion of Table 4.

22
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With respect to the simple correlations of reading skill with tell
sentence performance, the difference between the correlations fer-.the
listening and reading comprehension tasks was not significant, t = -.89, .

df = 94. nFaf promise however, reading skill was more highly correlated
with reading than~with. listening task performance, although the differené!

was only marginally significant, t =.1.84, df = 94 p= .07.

‘Discussion
There is support in the data of the low skill readers for the

assamption that comprehension of tell sentences precedes promise
sentences. The -significant interactions of Skill, Task and Verb can
be interpreted as reflecting a ceiling effect in' which comprehension
task differences may result from attentiomal failureS. Individualiy,.
this is reflected in the fact that of those 15 subjects who scored less
than "always' correct on tell in the listening task, 10 scored always
correct on the reading task.

The siruation is more compléx in\the case of promise sentences.

Performance on promise interacred with both reading skill and compre-.
hension task. It may be that for less skilled readers the act of

decoding in reading "defracts" from the act of comprehending: for the ..
high skill group task did not affect promise performance while the low
skill group did significantly less well when they had to both read and
comprehend as compared to when they only had to listen and comprehend;'

The pattern of correlations suggests further that reading skill isvtne

best predictor of performance on promise in both listening and reading

comprehension situations. That the low skill group did significantly

worse than the high skill group on the listening task supports the notion

that low skill readers, in addition to problems arising from the grdphic

o . 23
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iqpuf per 8e, also have less well developed general language comprehen-
sion skills. Perfetti and ‘Goldman [1975) and Berger (Note 2) have also
reported superior éerfdrmance for higﬁ skill over low skill readers
on liétening comprehension tasks. .

However, the signlficant drop‘in performance for the low skill
group from listening io reading comprehension impiicages an’ additional
sburce.of difficulty for this group when faced with graphic input.
Assuming a limited capacity ﬁroéessing system, if single word decoding
obCUfies a large chunk of that cépacity, comprehension may well suf-
. ' fér.f Perfetfi and Hogaboam (1975) have shown that low skill readers
g take'lbnger to decode unfamiliar singly presented yords than do high
. skilf:ieaders.\ %owever, the claim that A}fferences in single word

decoding time are responsible for the promise pe}forwizce differences

cannot be made tob strongly since reading’task tell pexformance was
‘not different for high and low skill groﬁps. It may be that because
comprehénsion of tell sentences is "easy" it 1is not interfered with

" by decoding {nefficiency. When comprehension takes more work, as in

the case of promise, decoding inefficiency takes its toll. To summarizg.

while decoding may contribute to differences in comprehension for high
and low skill groups, there .are indications of significantly better

.syntactic agalysié'skills in the highiskill group as well.

There até‘methodologfci? implications to be draun from the findings
_ that ggevspd IQ’did not‘significantly increase the amount of variance
- ' e

e - in. performance accounted for by reading skill in this experiment.

Tﬁesé data suggest tﬁat reading skill is a more effective predictor than

age or IQ.  While the diréﬁtfon of the reldtionship between comprehen-

P




23

sion of complex sentence structiures and reading comprehension is not
clear from thesetdata, there does appear to be a relationship. Evidence
that reading skill is the best predictor of performance on a broad

range of'complex syntactic structures is needed to confirm and explore

'
-

the nature of this relationship.
On the listening comprehension task, the stages and frequencies-
within-a-stage provide soie support for the reliability and validity

of Chomsky's (1969) aralysis of the acquisition of the Minimum Distance

o

Principle and;the exceptionality’ of promise sentences with respect to

. it. Howeger, on the reading comprehension task there was little
support for regression.on tell, i.e. for the reality of Stage IIv
almost a11 subjects were "Always correct on tell regardless of their
promise performance. Thus it appears, at least for spoken language,
that the accurate comprehension of tgll and promise sentences contain-

ing infinitive complement_clauses is not completely independent, i.e. -

that tell sentence comprehension may be negatively affected by the

”

initial appearance of the accurate comprehension of promise sentences.

That this does not occur to the same degree for reading comprehenséon

-

~ may reflect what Sticht (1972) has termed the hierarchical relationship

between oral and written language comprehension: the correct listening

comprehension'of‘a particularfférm precedes the correct.reading'com;

prenensionlof'that‘form. .It“may oe thaf regress}on‘on Egll occurs in
the listening task more than‘fn the reading.tasi because the listening
task performance reflects the process of acquisition while the reading

¢ v

task performance reflects a "transfer" of.skills from ora1 to written

language. ‘4 .

»
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Consistent with the previous research which used mixed presentation

lists of tell and promise sentences (Chomsky, 1969;.Kelleher, .1973),

"Sometimes" correct responding on promise was_found in both comprehen—

L3

' sion tasks. The discrepancy between these results and Chomsky's (1972)

-

failure to find "Sometimes" correct performance when only promise
senténces are tested raises another methodologieal consideration.

The experimental procedure of using mixed lists of te11 and Eromise

+

sentences may create,a pituation'which increases ¢he child's probability

of realizing that there is a similarity between the two structures.

?

The task situation itself may be the first time this similarity has

been noted. This isgue waseexplored in Experiment II. p

Experiment II
: a

Method

Design. Experiment II was a three factor desién with Reading '
Bkill the between- subjects factor and repeated meaoures on -two within—

subjects factors: Type of Presentation list- blocked or mixed, and

Verb of the sentence - tell or promise. The dependent measure was

accuracy in reporting the implicit subject of the infihitive comple-

ment’ clause.

Subjects. Sixteen third graders from a, Pittsburgh Barochial

school served as subjects. Of these, eight were high skill readers,

having gdored in the upper third of their grade om the Metropoiitan

‘ keading Test[“Eiementary Form, and wight were low skill readers,

haviRg scored in the bottom third of this distribution. The mean IQ

4

Jffor the high skill group wss 119.5 and for the low skill group, 108.1%.

i

Mean age of the high skill group was 107.3 mos. and for the low skill

LY
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group,‘109 mos.

In a replication,‘16 second graders from the same_school served
as sunjects. Again, eight high and eight low skill readers were
chosen, reading skill being defined by teachers' ratings. Mean IQ for
the high skill group was 126.8 and for the low 95.6. Mean age was

* 5 -

92.9 for the high and 96.9 for the low group. »

Mate LEE;, Therg were three presentation lists: blocked promise,

blocked tell and mixed tell and prom ise. Each gf the blocked lists’

included five promise or five tell sentences. In addition, each
> )

blocked 1ist contained five active sentences without infinitive

.

complement clauses. For the blocked promise list, the correct response

to the questions on the active sentences was the eurface object while
for the biocked te11 list- the surface subject w;s the correct response.
This was done to equate for the fact that in the mixed list, correct

‘ responding on both tell and promise sentences requires switching between
Name 1 and Name 2.. By including the active sentences, the subject

algso hed tQIewitth between Name 1 and Name 2 on each of the blocked
1ists. ‘;EL: i85 to score perfectly on the,&locked promise, on the
blocked, tell and on the mixed tell and promise lists, Name 1 and Name 2
were thie correct responses an equal number of times. ’

Sentences in the blocked and mixed lists were controlled for
difficulty by choosing sentences from Experiments I and III which had
been.correiit;canswered an equal mmber of times. By assigning onme
member of each matched-for-difficulty pair to the mixed and the other
to the blocked list, ‘the two types of lists were equated for difficulty

level of the sentences. \(The full set of materials for Experiment II

can be found in Appendix C.) Each of the lists was recorded and played

,e
RS




to the subject. Each sentence was p}ecee&ed by the word "Réady" and ~
1mmediate£y followed by the comprehension question. For the tell and
promise sentences this was the questioﬁ askitdg for the implicit subject
of the infinitive complement clause. Fo? the active (no complement)
qenfences'in the blocked promise 1list, this was the question for'which‘
the correct answer wad the surface\oﬁjectJ For the actives in Ehe

blo tell 1list, this was the question for which the correct answer
was fhe surface subject.

Procedure. Each subject was tested individually on three succes-
sive days. On Day 1 all Bsubjects héard the bchked promise list, on
Day 2 the blocked tell and on Day 3 the mixed tell and érogise list.
Ae in Fxperiment I, subjects were told,before.each session‘that the-
experimenter would write down their answers and that they would not
,be told whether th::r answers were right or wrong;

Results ) . ' A

For each grade, an analysis of variance was performed on the number

of correct responses. The results can be seen in Table 5 which presents

»

the mean number correct on each sentenée\type for each skill group

within each grade. In.grade 3, the only significant effect was that

Insert Thbfe 5 about here,

of reading skill: high skill readers performed significantly better
than did low skill readetrs, F (1, 14) & 8.02, p= .01." In grade 2,‘
the main effect of'readiég skill was again significant, F (1, 14) =
5.95, p ~ .03. Further,-fOt grade 2, performance on tell sentences

\
was significantly better than on promise sentences, F (1, 70) = 18.65,

p €.01. Within each main verb, however, there were no significant dif-

. ~
ferénces between blocked and mixed presentation list performance (Tukey

~

-
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Critical Difference = 1.415). It would seem then’not to matter whether
the presentation list is blocked or mixed. However, a clearer understand-
ing of the data results from an examination of the performance of indi-
vidual subjects on each type of list. .

Table 6 shows the conditional probability that a subject's response

category remained stable over the two types of presentation lists for

G . Insert Table 6 about here.

each verb gnd for each grade. The response category criteria were as

followsr‘;out of a maximum of five correct responses, 0 or 1 correct
was classified as "never" correct; 2,H3, 4 as ”somefimes" correct;

and 5 as "always" correct. This categorization was identical with that
used by Chémsky (1972) for promise sententes. With respect -to Egll
sentences, 13 third-grade and 9 gecond-grade subjects Bhowed the same
performance on b&th lists. A sign test on the direction of change for :
the remaining 10 subjects showed that Phere was a probability of .39
associateq with doiné worse on the m%}ed tﬁan on the blocked list.

With Yespect to promise sentences, 8 third—g;aders and 7 second-graders
éhowed the same performance on both lists. A sign test on the direc-

\
tion of change for the remmining 17 subjects showed that there was a

probability of .07 associated with doing worse on the mixed than on
the blocked list.

Referring again go Table 5, it is also interesting to note the

results for the active sentences. For the third grade and high

gkill second grade subjects, performance on the surface subject active
H ~
(blocked tell list) approached ceiling level. However, the surface

object actives for all groups, as well as the surface subject actives for
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the low skill second gradersvwere "gometimes” correct. That errors
were made on active sentences is somewhat sufpris;ng since previous
research has shown these to be understood'by children as young as

age two (Slobin, 1966{38rown,,1976). However, the comprehension task
in this experiment, a verbal question requiring a verbal response,

- may be more difficult thaﬁ the acting-out task? used in the previous

research.
.

H

In summary, performance tenaed to differ on the two presen;ation
lists although whether this was due to list\type,’random varjation
and/or learning szects is not clear from these data.

Discussion

Overall,(blocked or mixed presentation list did not significantly
affect the response patterns exhibited. Foruboqh types of lists
"always", "sometimes', and '"never" correct responding occurred. Wﬁegie;
peréormance on the mixed list was better or worse th;n on the blocked
iist 1nterac§ed with the }ndividual subjects"level”of performaqce.

For tell, type of list appeared not to 1nf1uénce performance. For

Eromise, however, only one-third of those subjects who were 'alwaysﬁ

correct on the blocked list remained "always" correct on the mixed list.

Thus, the discrepancy between the studies finding "Sometimes"
correct performance on promise sentences (Exp. I Chomsky, 1969;
Kelleher, 1973) and Chomsky's (1972) failure to find such responding

cannot be attributed solely to the presence of both tell and promise

s

sentences in one presentation 1{st.- There may be a tendency on any

°

list which requires the subject to use more than one strategy to be
)
correct on all the sentences 1in the list toward finding "Always",

"Sometimes", and "Never" correct responding. It is not unreasonable

-

to suppose that this tendency Qould be strongest for those children
/
[ ]
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who are "not all that sure" that two strategies are necessary. The
subjécts 1% Chomsky's (i972) study, presented with five sentences of

the same form, i.e. 'five Bozo + promises+ Donald + infinitive comple-

ment clause sentences could have adopted a response set that persisted
throughout the list. If a subject chose the correct set, i.e. respond

-

with the doll first named in the Sentence, he was "Always' correct;

but if a subjec; chose the incorrect set, i.e. respond Qith the doll

named second)ln the sentence, he was "Never' correct. In the present

study, the blocked piomise list contgined the surface object actives

in order té preve;t ‘or at least alleviate the potential for subjects

to adopt a oné-strategy approach to the list. If the subject realized

that two strategies were necessafy to answer all senfe;Les|1n the list
correctly, the switching back and forth betweenvthe two may have enhanced’
the likélihood of making an error on any particular sentence in the list.
The fact that mean performance was not at ceiling level for active sentences

which requiizd the surface object as a response to the question

suggests that it may not be just tell or promise sentences which are

influenced by "two strategy' mixed presentation lists but that any

sentence which requires a strategy different from that required by other

sentences in the list may suffer an increased error rate. This seems
5 . y

R}

especially likely to héppen if the child's mastery of a particular
sentence structure is not well established.

However, regardless of the explanatifn of why the composition of
the presentation list uséd to measure performance affects performance,
the fact that only about one- half of the subjects showed the same res-

ponse pattern for promise on both lists has serious implications with

N

respect to the type of inferences made about underlying competence on
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\\*‘“ﬁHE“Bhéis of performance ih a particular experimental/ situation.
Conclusions about the reéllty,ok a transitional period, reflected in
"Sometimes" correct performance, betweén not knowing and knowing I~
how to analyze a pértiedlar syntactic structure may well be specific
to ghe particular method used to measure performance.

The data of Experiment I indicgjj\that reading comprehension of

tell and promise sentences presented-in isoiation,.i.e. in the absence

of a meaningful context, is cosrelated with reading skill: 1low skill
readers tended to be in Stage I and high skill readers in Stage IV.
g C .

Despite the unequal distribution, there were, however, some cases of

-

each reading skill group at each stage. Experiment III was conducted
to determine whether emb:é%@ng such isolated senéepées in a meaningful
discourse would facilitate the correct grammatical analysis of these
sentences.

Two types of ‘contexts were included in Experiment III: supportive

and nonsupportive. The supportive context was expected to facilitdte

performance over the isolation level by eﬁﬁouraging the reader to anti-
cipate a final proposition that agreed wiéh the grammaticelly correct

response.to the tell or promise sentené@, which concluded the discourse.

The nonsupportive context encouraga% the&reader to anticipate a final
¥ 2

proposition that was the opposite of the grammatically correct response.

Thislcondition was included to .separate the effefjt of merely placing

the sentence in a meaningful context from the efct of expectation on
,'2‘57

the comprehension of the sentence. If performanig%r1the supportive
i

and nonsupportive contexts was equal but better tWh the performance

on isolated sentences, then the expectation manipulation did not

«

influence performance. If performance in the supportive context was
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better than 1n‘thg nonsupportive and better than in isolation, then the
expectatiop manipulation did facilitate performance. It was expected
that Stage-in-isolation and reading skill would interact such that the
facilitation of performance in the supportive context would be greétest
for high skill readers who were "Sometimes" correct on promise;in-

isolation, i.e. Stage II or Stage III.

Experiment ITI

Method )
Design. Experiment III was a four factor repeated measures design
with two between-subjects factors: Reading Skill and Stage-in-Isblation.
ﬁeading Skill had two values: high or lo§.< The Stage factor had four
values: I, II, ITI, and IV and corresponded to those used in Experiment

I and in Chomsky (1969). ere were two within-subjects factors: Verb

and Type of Context. The' Verb factor had two values: tell or p;omiéé.

>
Type of Context had three values: none (isolation), supportive, and

nonsupportive. Each subject was tested four times in qach %Efthe aix
within cells. Response patterns in the no context or isolation condi-
tion defined the stage of each subject, resulting in unequal subject

frequencies for the between factor cells. The dependent.measure was

accuracy in reporting the implicit subject of the infinitive complement

2 -

}
clause.

Subié!ts. rThe 32 low and 32 high skill readers used in Experiment
I servéévas éhe subjects for Experiment III. Each subject(participated
in Experiment iII five weeks after serving in Experiment I.

Materials. Sixteen sentences of the form

+ tells/promises + + infinitive complement clause.

Name 1 . Name 2

33 oy
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were constructed. : For each sentence, two three sentence paragraphs were
written. The paragraphs were designed to build up an expectation about
the likely (pragmatical{y implied) subject of the infinitive complement

clause of the tell/promise sentence tﬁit concluded the paragraph.

All of the paragraphs described some shared activity, some task
that the two people named in the first sentence were going to cooperate
on. The predicates of sentences two and three described two 'jobs"
necessary to accomplish the task and the final sentence involved the
doing of a third reia;ed job. The assumption in the;e parégraphs wana
that if two péople are going to share some activity, it is not likely,
or fair, for one person to do everything. Sensitivity to this conven-
tion umong the sample was tested by a pretest consisting of four sample
paragraphs similar in form to the ones used in the experiment propér.

However, instead of a tell or promise sentence concluding the paragraph,

the question "Who do you think should 'infinitive complement clause'?"

was asked. The pretest was actually administered at the conclusjion of
Experiment I and only those children who answered three out of four

questions correctly, i.e. in line with the ekperimenter defined likely

subject of the infinitive complement clause were used in ;he study.

The structure of the materials for Experiment III and for the
pretest can best be understood by reference to an example:
Kim and Joan are planning a birthday party for

¢

Sam. Kim is buying the pop. Kim is making the decora-

tions. Kim.tells Joan to bake the cake. (Supportive Tell)
or . - .
Kim promises Joan to bake the cake. (Nonsupportive Promise)

In this example, the paragrapﬁ supports the grammatically correct inter-

\ pretat&on of the tell sentence and is the Supportive context for Tell

« 34
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\
but encourages the grammatically incorrect interpretation of the
promise sentence and is the Nonsupportive context for Promise.
However, in )
Kim and Joan are planning a sirthday party for
Sam. Joan is buying the pop. Joan is making the decora-
tions. Kim tells Joan to bake the cake. (Nonsuppogi}ve Tell) -

or .
Kim promises Joan to bake the cake. (Supportive Promise)

the paragraph supports the grammatically correct interpretation of the

romise sentence and is the Supportive context for Promise but encourages

the rammaticglly incorrect ipgsrpretatiPn of the tell sentence and
the Nonsupportive context for Tell. fF

Invariant in the paragraphs was the first sentence, including the
order of the names and the predicates of the two propositions following
the introductory sentence. The names used in Experiment I were used
in the materials of Experiment III. As noted in the description of
Experiment I§ the printed frequency of tge words in theiinfinitive
complement clauses of Experiments I and- II1 was matched. 1In addition,
all the words im the contexts 9f Experiment III were above 25/million
for the third grade (Carroll, Davies, and Richman,~1971). (See Appendix
D for the full ﬂbg of experimentaliénd pretest materials.)

Four licts of paragraphs were'constructed with Verb and

Paragraph Context type, supportive and nonsupportive context, counter-
balanced across lists. The.order of the paragraphs within each list
was randomly determiged with the constraint that the same type of para-
graph did not occur successively in the list. Paragraphs were counter-
balanced across subjects such that eaph paragraph appeared equally

W

often in the four Paragraph context conditions: Supportive Tell,
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Nonsupportive Tell, Sdpportive Promise, 2pd Nonsupportive Promise.
Further, within each reader group each of the four lists was presented
to eight subjecgs. - .

Procedure. Each subject was tested iqdividuaily. All subjects

were retested on reading comprehension of isolated tell and promise

sentences using Fhe listening comprehension tas%‘list of Experiment I.
Performance on this retest og comprehension of isolated sentences was
;sed to classify each subject with respect to §tage-in-Isolation and

was the baseline agginst which comprehension in the two Paragraph con-
text conditions was compared. In the Paragraph context condition,

each subject read alouditf paragraphs wh%ch had been typed one to an
index card. After each paragraph had beép read, the card remained in
front of the subject while he was asked a series of qdéstions about th;
text. The first question, the Before - probe question, asked for the
implicit subject of the infinitive complement clause of the tell or o

promise test sentence. This was followed by two verbatim questions on”®

the paragraph, e.g. Who is buying the pop? and Who is making the decora-

tions? .5 The fourth question, the After - probe question was the same
as the Before - probe question. The probe procedure was used to éssess
comprehension of the paragraph and to see if forcing tﬂé subject to
attend to the passage before/answering the implicit subject question
would affect performance. §ubjecta were told that they would be asked
a series of duestiopa on each paragraph regardless of the answers
previously given and that they would not be told whether their answers
were right or wrong. As in Experiment 1, the experimenter corrected

any word recognition errors made by the subject.

- | ' 36 .'
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Results

..

The frequency distributton of subjects within Stages on the

isolation condition.is shown in the upper panel of Table 7.

“Insert Table 7 about here.

A Chi square test of independence revealed that this distribution
was not independent of reading skill,’xL== 15.6, df = 3, p«£.01. The
obtained correlation coefficient of Reading Skill'and Stage-in-Isolation,
controlling for IQ and age, was flso significant, r = .24, df = 46, p (.05;
! Note that qnly two iow and three high skill readers were in Stage II,
having failed'tq be "Always" correct on tell. Further, a weighted means
‘analysis of variance on the number of correct responses in the suppor-
tive and nonsupportive context conditions revealed that Stage-in-Isola-
tion accounted for 432 of the between-subjects variance while reading
skill accounted for only 17Z. Consequently, effects due to type of con-
text were analyzed within each Stage and separately for each Verb.
Within each Stage, Reading Skill was the between-subjects factor
and the within gaétor, type' of context, had three levels: 1isolation,
supportive paragraph context and nonsupportive paragraph context.

-

Both the number correct on the Before - probe and on the After-

probe questions were used as dependent measures. However, only the
results for the Before ; érobe question are repofted since these data
did not differ from the data on the After - probe question.

Table 8 shows the mean'number correct on each Verb within each

Stage for each of the three types of context. Although there were some

Insert Table 8 about here.

significant F's obtained for tell in Stages I, III and IV, examination

of the cell means suggests that these effects are artifacts. They.can

be attriputed to ceiling performance on tell-in-isolation in combination

Q . :3f7
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, . .

//Gith small ‘efror’ terms aésociated with variability among s;;jects
w}thin groubs (Mserror); In‘Stage II,.there were no sighificant
effects..'Thus,‘perfdrmance on Eglifin-isolation was at celling level
And essentially did not change in the supportive and nonsupportive
paragraph contexts. ",

fhe'same situation exists with respect to promise performance in

Sﬁage IV: ceiling pgfformance on Qromise-in-isalation and a small
M?error' The;e were no siénif}cant effech.found in Stages II and 111
for promise. ‘in*Stage 1, however, performance in the supportive and
nonsupportive paragraph contexts was significantly better than perfor-
mance on prom ise-in-isolation, F (1, 48) ="28.79, p ( 0l1. The reading

skill groups were affected equally. Note that there was no effect:

assoclated with supportive versus nonsupportive paragraph édntext.

N ~

However, eka?ination of the ceéll means in Taﬁle 8 suggests that
supportive context tended to be slightly,. though nonsignificantly,
betier‘tﬁan nonauppdrtive context. In order to’determine yhether or’
not mean performance masked individual differences, each subject was
classified with respect to the difference in performance between ‘the
supportive and nonsupporiive contexts. If a subject's score was
higher for’ supportive than for nonsdppqrtiye context, he was classi-
fied as context dependent (sensitive), i.e. hé was correct more
often when context-correct was also grammatically cor:éct than when
con;ext-cdrrect wag grammatically incorrect. ‘If the reverse was true,
and- a subjects nonsupportive context score was'greate; than his suppor-
tive score, he was classifiea‘as context indépendent, i.e. thé context
expectation did not seem to_determine his choice and the grammatically

correct answer was chosén«despite the context. Finally,'there were

386
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those subjects whose performance was equal in both supportive and
nonsupportive contexts, and they may also be considered to be context

'independent."The frequency distribution resulting ‘from applying

this procedure is shown in Table 9. JThe data are presented for each

- ——————— - o ——— »

Insert Table-§ about here.

skill*group within each Stage. High skill readers:in all Stages

. tended to be context independent, exhibiting eitﬁer the same performance

o [ -

in both suppdrtive and»nonsupportiye contexts, 59%, or better performance ] .
in the nonsupportive than supbortive context, ZSZ.Y For the loQ skill
readers, 53% showed the same performance‘in borh'EOntexts, 28% better“
performance in supportive than nonsupportive and 19% better performance
in nonsupportive than supportive context. Howeber, a Chi - square
test of independence did not provide statistical support for a
relationship between reading skill and context dependence - independence,
X*= 1.54, df = 2, p = .46.

Each subject was also assigned to a, Stage based on performance in

the supportive and nonsupportive paragraph context conditions, using

- "the following criteria: out of a maximum score of 8 on each verb,

v

0, 1 and 2 were classified as "Never" correct;.3, 4, 5, and 6 as’

"Sometimes" correct and 7 or 8 as "Always" correct. The bottom panel
. Y : .

- of Table 7. reports the resulting frequency distribution which was
again not independent of reading skill, ’X = 15.17, df = 3, p< .01,
However, none of the reading task frequency“distributions, i.e.
Experiment I- reading comprehension task, Experiment III- isolation,

and Experiment III-supportive and nonanpportive paragraph contexts,

were significantly different from each other, all F's{1l. Since only \\

| - | 38 | - N < \
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v " Iiye'subjects in the isolation and seven in the paragraph contexts

showed less than "Always' correct performance on tell sentences,

’

¢hanges in Stage frequency distributions are largeiy atiributable

to individual variation in promise performance;

-

Table 10 shows the ratios associated with performance on L

) ! *

Insert Table 10 about here.w

3

. - ' N .
promise-in-paragraph context given the response pattern exhibited on .

the'fsqiafion retest. Out of 26 subjects who were "Never" correct om
promise~in-isolation, 547 were "Sometimes" correct on promise-in-context.
For those subjects who began with some correct'performance on promise, '
63% continued to show "Sometimes" correct‘performance,4252 were "Always"
corrgct'and 112 showed perfermance decrements in context. Finally, all

but. two of the subégcts who began with "Always'' correct performance

.  on promise maintained that level. A sign test on those 23 subjecth
whose performance changed from isolation to context showed that the

probability of doing worse in context than in isuiation was .001.
- ~ . . .

’

¥

.Diaéussiod

s "" - ) There was no startling egfect of the.supportive and nonsupportive

paragraph'pontext manipulation. With the exception of those subjects
| ' ' - .
who were "Never" correct on ‘promise-in-isolation, placing the test ~

E

senténce in a discourse did not alter performance significantly. Where

_there was a facilitative effect, high and low skill readers were
equally affected. Finally, whether a supporiive or nonsupportive. con-
text preceeded the test sentence made no difference: for the majority

of subjects, performance was equal and essentially independent of the -

o  expectation built up in the paragraph. o /

N
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There are, however, at least two problems associated with this
experime;t which make it difficult to draw conclusions about gtnefAI
effects of context on tﬁe comprehension of complex syntactic structures.
The first is that qf ceiling effects i; performance for all but the
Stage I subjects. The relatively high level of performance in isolatio

. - ‘
for\Stages 11, III, and IV subjects leaves little room fﬁr»improvement.
This problem is further complicated by that of the second source of
interpretative difficulties: the correlation between reading skill and
promise pefformance.and the resulting upequal 'n' design. While there
do appear to be qi}ferences among cell ;eans that "ought to be signi-
fi;ant" especially in Stage II,and IV, there are only two subjects in
each of these cells. What is significant with respect to these data
h0wéver; is exactly this correlation. Of 32,low skill readers, only
two were "Always" correct on promise and of 32 high skill readers only
seven were "Never" correct on promise for reading comprehension of iso-
lated sentences. Further, this isolation level, independent of reading

skill, was the more important factor in|performance on the promise

sentences in the supporfive and nonsupportive paragraph contexts.

W . .
Conclusion and Implications

Conclusions about the effect of context on the comprehension of
particular sentence structures are unwarranted based on Experiment III.
The problems in methodology raised in the discussion of these data
preempt meaningful intgrpretation of the context manipulation. Speci-
fically, the m;gnitude of the context facilitation in Stage I was small
and the finding of no difference between reader groups needs to be
{gplicated before inferences can be drawn. .
- There were however, two findings of significante in these experi-

S
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ments. For this subject population, reading skill level was a better
) .

predictor of performance than was IQ or age. It is the case that read-

. ing skill- level and IQ are positively correlated and that reading skills

generally increase with age so eﬁ:: 1nvestigations into the acqu;gition

of lingu;sfic skills which compare different grade levels, e.g. 2, 5,

and 7, are useful., However, differences in reading skill level betweén

and within grade level need to be examined with respect to such

acquisition, It seems unlikely that a child's age or IQ alone can

predict hfs lingyistic abilitXi;fhe ten year old reading at g;ade

level is probably‘going to perform better on a range of linguistic

tasks than the ten year old reading below grade level. However, any

causal or directional statements about reading~sk£i1 level and syntactic\

analysis skills are preﬁatqre. As pointed out in the introduction, tﬁé‘

‘definition of reading skill level is not independent of the difficulty

level of the text whicﬁ is comprehendéh. And text difficulty level

is, in part, measured by the complexity of the sentences within the
-

text. ‘Specification of the nature of the intergction among exposure

to more.complex language, the comprehension of such langua%g and readiqg

skill level awaits further research.

A second important implication of the present studies is the caution

wvhich must be exercised in extrapolating competence from specific per-

4
v

formance measures. For the majori;y of subjects in Experiment II, two
different types oflyresentaiion lists resulted in two different types
'of performance. Chomsky's (1969) analysis of the mastery of thé Mini-
mum Distance Principle as a linguistic processing strategy and the aware-
ness that promise 1is an exception to this principleﬂ#s based on the

petformance of a small sample of children on one measure: a mixed pre-

v

~ -,

-

.
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sentation 1ist of tell and promise sentences. If inferences about
competence are to be made, it seems clear that performance measures

on a set of tasks which are thought to converge on that competence ~~

v
\

need to be gathered. Only then does it seem justifiable to make
claims about the development of 1linguistic competence when such compe; ;

/
. tence must be inferred from performance.
b .

S A i Text Provided by ERIC
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Reference Notes

1. Gowie, C.J. Effects of children's expectations on mastery of the
Minimum Distance Principle. Paper presented’ at American Educa-
tional Research Association convention, New Orleans, 1973,

2. Berger, ﬁ: An investigation of literal cqmgrehension and organiza-

tional process in good and poor readers. Unpublished Ph.D,

dissertation, University of Pittsburgh} 1975.
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Table 1

Definition of Stages

¥

/
Stage * Correct on TELL | Correct on PROMISE
1 . , Always ’ Never
, 11 . ‘Some times | Sometimes
111 , Always ‘ ) ’ Sometimes
v . Always . Always

There was a maximum score of 4 in each of the expérimental conditions of
Exps. 1 & II. Thus, Always = 4 correct, Sometimes = 2 or 3 correct and
Never = 0 or 1 correct.
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4 ) Table 2

Grodb Means for Subjects in Experiments I & III

Raw Score
Met. Reading Test

Reader Group - Elem. Form Age (mos.) 10 (Otis Lennon)
Low Skill , '
Readers 16.19 108.10 101.67
/ (n=32) ) (95-138) (80-132)
Medfum Skill -
Readers . 27.56 112.38 106.72
(n=32) - (96-128) (91-127)
/7
High Skill
Readel‘s 3 35. 28 118.72 111. 06
(n=32) (97-136) (94-137)
1‘ . \\




‘Table 3

Observed Frequencies of Low, High and Medium Skill Readers
Within Each Stage for the Listening Comprehension and
for the Reading Comprehension Task

in Experiment I

Listening Comprehension

Reader

Skill ' ' Stage

Group 1 11 111 IV Unc.
Low 9 9 4 2 8
Med. 4 8 11 6 3
High 5 5 11 7 4

: Reading Comprehension

Reader Stage

Skill , Stag

Group 1 - 11 111 1V Unc.
Low 19 6 3 2 2
Med. 10 5 13 4 - 0
Bigh 8 2 11 o1 0

Unc. ® unclassifiable with respect to the stages..




Table 4

49

Simple and Multiple Correlations of the Population Variables
of Reading Skill (2), I0 (3) and Age (4) with
Performance on Six Criterion Measures in

Experiment I

Population Tell Comprehension Promise Comprehension Stape
Variable Listening. Readings Listening Reading Listening Reading
(3 (6) (€] (8) 9 (10)
Reading '
Skill
(2) . 26% .19% . 26% JA2% .36% Lhb%
1Q
(&) 17 .15 18% . 29% $33% .27%
/
Age .
(4) .04 .16 .01 .15 .05 « 20%
*p<,05.
Z
Multiple Correlations and Beta Weights
Ty 23 ™ . 271 82 = ,224 T,y = La2%
8. = .086
3 Tqy = ~235%
4 = 432 B, = .372
8.23 2
83 - .114 Ty © Jab*
/ 2}
¥g,23 " 41 82 = ,269
-Bj = ,217 )
T10.234 = +4¢ . By = .31
B, = -.167

-




Tab%e 5 .

Mean Number Correct b& Grade and Reader Skill Group within Grade
" on Tell, Promise, and Active Sentences Presented in
) Two List Conditions,

Object

Tell Promise Subject s
hx Question " Ouestion
Block M Block Mix (Block Tell List) (Block Promise List)
3H 4.75 4.75 4.88 4.63 4.88 3.94
3L 4.00 4.38 3.5 3.5 4,88 3.75
M 4,75 4,63 3. 2.25 4,63 4.00
2L 3.25 3.5 2.5 2.5 . 3.00 3.88

7 — :
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Table’' 6

Conditional Probability of Performance on the Mixed Presentation List
Given Performance on the‘Blocked List for Tell and Promise Sentences
Presented in Isolation

Mixed List

Blocked List Response Pattern

Response [
Pattern Always Sometimes Never
’ Correct gorrect Correct
Tell sentences ‘ ‘ 4
Always Correct .83 «16
n=12 (10) (2)
Third Sometimes Correct «67 .33
Grade n=3 (2) _Q)
-Never Correct ) 1.00
n=l (1)
Alvays Correct .70 .50
n=10 ) (3)
Second Sometimes Correct .67 .33
Grade n=3 (2) (1)
Never Correct ‘ 67 .33
n=3 ' (2) (€))
Promise Sentences
Always Correct S S
n=12 - (6) (6)
Third Sometimes Correct S5 «5
Grade n=2_ (1) )
Never Correct ' - 5 5
n=2 . . (1) (1)
Always Correct ’ 1.0 -
, ] n=3 3)
Second Sometimes Correct S «55 .34
Grade n=9 - ¢Y) (5 3)
Never Correct 5 ¥ S

n=4 ‘ (2) (2)
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- Table 7 a
Observed Frequency of High and Low Skill Readers within
- each Stage for the Isolation and Context Comprehension
Q Conditions of Experiment III '
Isolation Comprehension

Reader P

Skill Stage \

" Group 1 11 ITI 1V Unc.
Low 19 2 9 2 0
High 7 3 5 17 0

Context Comprehension

Reader Stage

Skill &

Group 1 I1 ITI IV Unc.
Low ' 13 5 10 4 0
High 2 1 10 ‘t18 1

Unc. = unclassifiable with respect to the stages.
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‘.
Table 9
Frequency of Context Dependence and
Context Independence for High and Low
Skill Readers within each Stage,
Experiment III
High Skill Low Skill
Stage . Depen. Independence Depen. " Independence '
. B¢ . BOW §=N N>S SN , S=N N>S

1 N
(n=19 L

7 H) 3 3 1 5 11 3

n 4
. (n=2 L

3 R) 1 0 2 1 1 0
111 —g~
(n=9 L h )

5 H) 1 2 2 2 4 3
IV
(n= 2 L X .

17 R) 0 14 3 I 1 0

5 19 8 9 176

S = Supportive Paragraph Context
N = Nonsupportive Pardgraph Context

g

B3
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Table 10

Performance on Promise-in-Context given Performance-in-Isolation.

Performance-in-Context

. Performance-
in-Isolation Never Correct Sometimes Correct Always Correct

Never Correct
n=26 12/26  (46%) 14/26 (54%) 0

, Sometimes
Correct

. =19 219 1D 12/19 (63%) 5/19 (262)

Always Correct
n=19 o 2/19 (117%) 17/19 (897)




Figure Captions

Figure 1. Performance on tell and promise in the listening and

reading comprehension tasks for;high, medium and low reading

skill gfoups in Experiment 1.
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APPENDIX C
Materials for Exp. IT

) BLOCKED PROMNMISE SENTLNCES: MIXED PROMISE SFENTENCLS:
1. Tony promises Mike to t on " 1. Kim promises Joan to bake
the (bicycle) chain. the cake.
2. Peter promises Fred to water ‘ 2. Tom promises John to pick
the plants. i up the cleaning.
3. Betty promises ﬂhcy to clean up. 3. Alice promises Cathy to buy
popcorn.
4, Mary promises Jane to walk the 4.' Pat promises Lind to do the
dogs. sewing.
5. .Ed promises Steve to collect the 5. Paul promises Ted to scrape
money,. _ the fish.
BLOCKED TELL SENTENCES: MIXED TELL SENTENCES:
1. Judy tells Susan to paint theix 1. Jim tells Bill to clean
» roof. the windows.
2. Eve tells Betty to push the 2. Barbara tells Debby to sell
swing. . the tickets. -
. 3. Dan tells Mark to find some 3. David tells Joe to vacuum
(baseball) uniforms. the floor.
4. Kim tells Joan to prepare the 4, Betty tells Lucy to jump
vegetables. . . up and down.
5. Ann tells Sally to finish“the S. Eric tells Neil to count ‘
cheese. ’ the dishes. -

\

»

QUESTIONS FOR BLOCKED PROMISE

ACTIVE SENTENCES: “~ LIST:

1. James telephones Dave. . 1. Who is telephoned?

2. Cynthis finds Theresa. 2. Who is found?

3. Judy kicks Susan. . 3. Who is kicked? .
4, Alice chases Cathy. 4, Who is cased?

5. Robert looks for Bruce.' 5. Who 15 looked for? '

QUESTIONS FOR BLOCKED TELL LIST:

3 1. Who telephones?
" 2. Who finds?

3. Who kicks?

4, Who cases?

S. WhB looks?
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) APPENDIX D
Expetrimental materials for Experiment II1
Context effects on comprehension of tell and promise

sentences
Paragraph
. & Condition .
'
I ST Kim and Joan are planning a birthday party for Sam. Kim is
. buying the pop. Kin is making the decorations. Kim tells
. Joan to bake the cake. '
1 NSP Kim and Joan are planning a birthday party for Sam. Kim is

buying the pop. Kim is making the decorations. Kim promises
Joan to bake the cake, _ ‘
. e
I SP Kim and Joan ‘are planning a birthday party for Sam. Joan is
buying the pop. Joan is making the decorations. Kim promises
Joan to bake the cake. ,

I NST Kim and Joan are planning a birthday party for Sam. Joan is
. buying ‘the pop. Joan is making the decorations. Kim tells
Joan to.bake the cake.

I1 ST Begéy and Lucy are running a backyard carnival. Betty is
. setting up the games. Betty is collecting all the prizes.
Betty tells Lucy to clean up.

II NSP Betty and Lucy are running a backyard carnival. Betty is
setting up the games, Betty is collecting all the prizes.
Betty promises Lucy to clean up. ‘

I1 SP Betty and dey are running a backyard carnival, Lucy is
setting up the games. - Lucy is collecting all the prizes.
Betty promises Lucy to clean up. '

IT NST Betty and Lucy are running a backyard carnival. Lucy is
getting up the games. Lucy is collecting all the prizes.
Betty tells Lucy to clean up.

111 ST Hary‘and Jane are startirig a dog aittihg service. Mar&
will brush the dogs. Mary will feed the dogs. Mary tells
Jane to walk €he dogs.

, 4

III NSP Mary and Jane are starting a dog sitting service. Mary
"will brush the dogs. Mary will feed the dogs. Mary
promises Jane to walk the dogs. n -

III SP’ff Mary and Jane are starting & dog sitting serviée. Jane

will brush the dogs. Jane will feed the dogs. Mary
promises Jane to walk the dogs.
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111 SNST
IV ST
IV NSP
IV SP
IV NST
V ST

v*r;s_P
v SP

v NST
,’v1 ST
vi NSP ”
VI SP -

VI NST

‘'Dan and Mark are f

‘windows.

Jim and Bill are washing the car.
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APPENDIX D (cont'd.)

Mary and Jane are starting a dog sitting service.
will brush the dogs. Jane will feed the dogs.

Jane
Mary tells

Jane to walk the. dogs.

Judy and Susan are building a bird house.
the boards. Judy is nailing them together.
Susan to paint the roof.

Judy 18 cutting
Judy tells

Judy and Susan are building a bird house.
the boards. Judy is nailing them together.
Susan to paint the roof.

Judy 1is cutting
Judy promises

Judy and Susan are building a bird house. Susan is cutting
the boards. Susan is nailing them together. Judy promises
Susan to paint the roof.

. .
Judy and Susan are building a bird house. Susan is cutting
the boards. Susan i8 nailing them together. Judy tells
Susan to paint the roof. '

Dan and Mark are forming a baseball team. Dan is getting
the boys for the team. Dan 18 looking for a good field to
play on. Dan tells Mark to find some uniforms.

Dan and Mark are forming a baseball team.
~the boys for the team.
play on.

Dan is getting
Dan 1is looking for a good field to
Dan promises Mark to find some uniforms.

Dan and Mark are forming a baseball team. Mark is getting
‘the boys for the team. Mark is looking for a good field to
play on. Dan promisqs ‘Mark to find some uniforms.

ing a baseball team. - Mark is getting
the boys for the team. Mark is looking for a good field to
play on. Dan tells Mark to find some uniforms. .

Jim and B111 are washing the car. Jim is soaping the body.
Jim 18 rinsing the soap off. Jim tells Bill. to clean the

L4

./
Jim .and Bill are washing tne car.
Jim is rinsing the soap oft.
the windows. .

Jim is soaping tne body.
Jim promises Bill to clean

Bill is soaping the body.
B4i11l is rinsing the soap off. Jim ptomises Bill to clean

the windows.' .

Jim and Bill are washing the car. Bill is soaping the body.
Bill is rinsing the soap off. Jim tells Bill to clean the

windows.

op)
s B




VII ST |

VII NSP

VII SP

VII NST

VIII ST

g}ll NSP
VIII SP

VIII NST

IX ST
IX NSP
IX SP
IX NST

X ST
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Tom anu John
Tom is ' going
pop bottles.

are nelping their father with the shopping.
to the market. Tom is returning the empty
Tom tells John to pick up the cleaning.

Tom and John are helping their father with the shopping.
Tof is going to the market. Tow is returning the empty pop
bottles. Tom promises John to pick up the cleaning.

Tom and John are helping their father with the shopping.
John is going to the market. John is returning the empty
pop bottles. Tom promises John to pick up‘the’Fleaning.

Tom and John are helping their father with the'ehoppiﬁg.
John is going to the market. John is returning the empty
pop bottles. Tom tells John to pick up the cleaning.

Paul and Ted are going fishing. Paul is carrying the poles.
Paul is baiting the hooks. Paul tells Ted to scrape the
fish, ‘

Paul and Ted are going fishing. Paul is carrying the poles.
Paul is baiting the hooks. Paul promises Ted to scrape
the fish. *

Paul and Ted are going fishing; Ted is carrying the poles.
Ted is baiging the hooks. Paul promises Ted to scrape
the fish. Lo

Ted is carrying the poles.
tells Ted to scrape the fish.

1.
Paul and Ted are goiitg fishing.
Ted is baiting the hooks. Paul

Pat and Linda are making coll clothes. Pat is cutting
patterns. Pat is making sure they will fit the dolls.
Pat tells Linda to do the sewing.

the

Pat and Linda are making doll clothes. Pat is cutting
patterns. Pat is making sure they will fit the dolls.
Pat promises Linda to do the sewing.

the

Pat and Linda are making doll clothes. Linda is cutting the

patterns, ,Linda is making sure they will fit the dolls. Pat
promises Linda to do the sewing.
Pat and Linda are making doll clothes. Linda is cutting the

patterns. Linda is making sure they will fit the dolls.
Pat tells Linda to do the sewing.

David and Joe are cleaning their room. David is putting
away the. toys. David is dusting the furniture. David tells
Joe to vacuum the floor. -
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X NSP

X SP

X NST

X1 ST

X1 NSP

XI sp

XI NST

XII ST

XI1 NSP

XI1 SP

XII NST

XII1 ST
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APPENDIX D (cont'd.)

David and Joe drezlleaning their room. David is pufting awvay
the toys. pavid is dusting the furniture. David promises
Joe to vacuum the ¥loor. ’

David and Jae are cleaning their room. Joe is putting away
the toys. Joe is dusting the furniture. David promises Joe
to vacuum the floor.

David and Joe are cleaning their room. Joe is putting away
the toys. Joe is dusting the furniture. David tells Joe to
vacuum the floor. ' .
Peter and Fred are planting a garden. Peter is raking the
dirt. Peter is planting the seeds., Peter tells Fred to
water the plgnts. ) >

.Peter and Fred are planting a garden. Peter is raking the

dirt. Peter is planting the seeds., Peter promises Fred to
water the- plants.

Peter and Fred are planting a garden. Fred is raking the dirt.
Fred is planting the seeds. Peter promises Fred to water
the plants.

4
r

‘Peter and Fred are planting a garden. Fred is raking the

dirt. _Fred is planting the seeds. Peter tells Fred to
water the plants. .

Ann and Sally are taking their cousin Roy to the playground.
Ann is taking Roy on the sliding board. Ann is helping

Roy climb the modkey bars. Ann tells Sally to push the
swing. .
Ann and Sally are taking their cousiz Roy to the playground.
Ann is taking Roy on the sliding board. Ann is helping

Roy climb the monkey bars. Ann promises Sally to push the
swing.’ '

Ann and Sally are taking their cousin Roy to the playground.
Sally is taking Roy on the sliding board. Sally is helping
Roy climb the monkey bars. Ann promises Sally to push the
swing.

Ann and Sally are taking their cousin Roy to the playground.
Sally is taking Roy on the sliding board. Sally is helping
Roy climb the monkey bars. Ann tells Sally to’'push the
swing."*

Alice and Cathy are going to the zoo. Alice is bringing old
bread for the ducks. Alice is buying peanuts for the
elephants. Alice tells Cathy to buy popcorn.

A Yokl

{




3111 NSP
xlfi sp
XIII NST
X1v ST
XIv NSP
XIV SP -
;xxv NST
XV ST

Xv ﬁSp
"XV SP
‘.gv NST
XVI ST

XVI NSP
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APPENDIX D (cont'd.)
Alice and Cathy are going to the zoo. Alice is bringing old
bread for the ducks. Alice is buying peanuts for the
elephants. Alice promises Cathy to buy popcorn.

Alice and Cafhy are going to the zoo. Cathy is bringing old
bread for the ducks. Cathy is buying peanuts for the
elephants. Alice promises Cathy to buy popcorn.:

Alice and Cathy are going to the z00. Cathy is bringing old
bread for thd ducks. Cathy is buying peanuts for the elephants.
Alice tells Cathy to buy popcorn.

Barbara and Debby are having a magic show. Barbara is doiné
the rabbit trick. Barbara is doing card tricks. Barbara
tells Debby to sell the tickets, ;

Barbara and Debby are having a magic show. Barbara is doing
the rabbit trick. Barbara is doing card tricks. Barbara
promises Debby to sell the tickets. ,
Barbara and Debby are having a magic show. Debby is doing
the rabbit trick. Debby is doing card tricks. Barbara
promises Debby to sell the tickets.:

Barbara and Debby are having a magic show. Debby is doing
the rabbit trick. Debby is doing card tricks. Barbara tells
Debby to sell the tickecs.

Tony and Mike are fixing an old bicycle. Tény is straightening
the handle bars. Tony is patching the tires. Tony tells
Mike to put on the chain. ’

Tony and Mike are fixing an old bicﬁcle. Tony is straighténing
the handle bars. 'Tony is patching the tires. Tony promises
Mike to put on the chain.

Tony and Mike are fixing an old bicycle. Mike is straightening

the handle bars. Mike is patching the tires. Tony promises
Mike to put on the chain, -

[ “‘ - ‘ '
Tony and Mike are fixing an old bicycle. Mike is straightening
the handle bars. Mike is patching the tires. Tony Eglla
Mike to put on the chain. to

Ed and Steve are sharing a nehspaper route. Ea is picking
up the papers, Ed is delivering the papers. E£d tells Steve

to collect the morfey.

Bd and Steve are sharing a newspaper route. Ed is picking
up the papers. Ed is delivering the . papers. Ed promises
Steve to collect the money. .

b )




XVI SP

XVI NST
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APPENDIX D (cont'd.)

Ed and Steve are sharing a newspaper route. Steve is
picking up the papers. Steve is delivering the papers.
Ed promises Steve to collect the money.

Ed and Steve are sharing a newspaper route. Steve is
picking up the papers. Steve is delivering the papers.
Ed tells Steve to collect the money.

¥  Experimental materials for Sensitivity-
to-sharing pretest
~e
Carol and Nancy agreed to clean up Mr. Brown's yara.
Carol is‘trimming the bushes. Carol is pulling the
weeds, Who should cut the grass?

Jeff and Richard are babysitting for some neighborhood
children. Jeff is taking them swimming. Jeff is coloring -
pictures with them. Who should play tag with them’

Lisa and Becky are in charge of their club's bake sale.
Lisa is telling people about it. Lisa is picking up the
cakes and cookies. Who should set up the booth?

Donald and Larry are going on an overnight hiking trip.
Donald is mapping the route. Donald is getting the tent.
Who should get the cooking gear?

a_,




